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CObDEhTS ON GROUNDWATER PROTECTION AND MONITORING 
PROGRAM PLAN 

This Plan is intended to consolidate the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Order 5400.1 
requirements for a Groundwater Protection Management Plan and a Groundwater 
Monitoring Plan into one plan. The relationship between these two requirements must be 
clearly shown as being met within this document The relationship between the objectives 
for the two requirements must be clearly presented so the structure of the overall program 
can be tailored to fulfill these requirements. This has not be done in this draft plan. 

A primary objective of DOE 5400.1 and those of any ground water monitoring program is 
the need to recognize what information is necdsary to make sound management decisions. 
Historically our programs have been developed prior to and without documenting any long 
or short term objectives. Identifying and documenting our objectives should be a primary 
purpose of this document in order to know what we are hying to achieve and why. 
Furthermore it is necessary to address those objectives and show the relationship between 
objectives and information gathered- In this particular case we may frnd that many of the 
monitoring wells have fulfilled their purpose and could be eliminated or less frequently 
sampled. This is one type of objective that should be addressed within this document. 

Monitoring of any kind must provide data that will be used for making evaluations through 
analysis and used for meeting reporting rtqUirements. Information, or data, should not be 
collected unless the final deposition of that data is identified. This may be used within a 
required report or as part of a baseline data base. Descriptions of the types and number of 
reports and their distribution need to be discussed. Reporting requirements and their 
Objectives are critical elements missing in this plan. The analysis of infoxmation gatheed to 
f u l f i  objectives and reporting requirements must be fully addressed. Information gathered 
must be compared to expectations concerning a sampling site as part of the analysis for 
management of that site. 

Other elements of DOE Order 5400.1 which are not discussed sufficiently in this document 
are: 1) how surveillance monitoring is being conducted for all identified Comprehensive 
Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) contamination sites, 
2) what criteria is to be utilized for determining when monitoring is necessary prior to 
startup of specific planned operations, 3) when and how monitoring of relevant plant 
operations, such as the footing and area drains, arc to be conducted, 4) how arc 
notifications to be handled for discovery of new ground water problems, and 5) a 
discussion of the rationale for the design of the sampling and monitoring networks, i.e., 
sampling frequency. 

Title Page: The title of this plan is "Groundwater Protection and Monitoring Program 
Plan". Any reference to the tide within the document nceds to be changed to reflect this 
tide. 

Page iv: Table 1-3 should use a more descriptive term than "Remediation". These reports 
consist of more than just remediation, i.e. Characterization. Perhaps they should be 
referenced to the IAG requirtments. 

Page iv: Table 2-1: The term "distance" is misleading in the tide, it should be replaced 
with "vemcal separation". 

Page iv: Table 2-5: The term "parameter" should be made plural. 

Page iv: Table 2-9: This table should be retitled "Estimated Ground Water Quantity 
Beneath RFP". 



COILLIMEiWS OK GROUNDWATER PROTECTION AND MONITORING 
PROGRAM PLAN 

This Plan is intended to consolidate the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Order 5400.1 
requirements for a Groundwater Protection Management Plan and a Groundwater 
Monitoring Plan into one plan. The relationship between these two requirements must be 
clearly shown as being met within this document. The relationship between the objectives 
for the two requirements must be clearly presented so the structure of the overall program 
can be tailored to fulfill these requirements. This has not be done in this draft pian. 

A primary objective of DOE 5400.1 and those of any ground water monitoring program is 
the need to recognize what information is necessary to make sound management decisions. 
Historically our programs have been developed prior to and without documenting any long 
or short term objectives. Identifying and documenting our objectives should be a primary 
purpose of this document in order to know what we are trying to achieve and why. 
Furthermore it is necessary to addrcss those objectives and show the relationship between 
objectives and information gathered In this particular case we may frnd that many of the 
monitoring wells have fulfilled their purpose and could be eliminated or less frequently 
sampled. This is one type of objective that should be addressed within this documtnt. 

Monitoring of any kind must provide data that will be used for making evaluations through 
analysis and used for meeting reporting requirements. Information, or data, should not be 
collected unless the final deposition of that data is identified This may be used within a 
required report or as part of a baseline data base. Descriptions of the types and number of 
reports and their distribution need to be discussed. Reporting requirements and their 
objectives are critical elements missing in this plan. The analysis of informarion gathered to 
fuKi objectives and reporting requirements must be N l y  addressed. Information gathered 
must be compared to expectations concerning a sampling site as part of the analysis for 
management of that site. 

Other elements of DOE Order 5400.1 which are not discussed sufficiently in this document 
are: 1) how surveillance monitoring is being conducted for all identified Comprehensive 
Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) contamination sites, 
2) what criteria is to be utilized for determining when monitoring is necessary prior to 
startup of specific planned operations, 3) when and how monitoring of relevant plant 
operations, such as the footing and ana drains, arc to be conducted, 4) how are 
notifications to be handled for discovery of new ground water problems, and 5) a 
discussion of the rationale for the design of the sampling and monitoring networks, i.e., 
sampling frequency. 

Title Page: The title of this plan is "Groundwater Protection and Monitoring Program 
Plan". Any reference to the title within the document nceds to be changed to reflezt this 
title. 

Page iv: Table 1-3 should use a more descriptive term than "Remediation". These reports 
consist of more than just remediation, Le. Characterization. Perhaps they should be 
referenced to the IAG requirements. 

Page iv: Table 2-1: The term "distance" is misleading in the title, it should be replaced 
with "vertical separation". 

Page iv: Table 2-5: The term "parameter" should be made plural. 

Page iv: Table 2-9: This table should be retitled "Estimated Ground Water Quantity 
Beneath RFP". 

. 



Page iv: Tables 4-1 Sr 4-3: These tables should be changed to reflect that these are 
the Management organization, for example, DOE Management Organization. 

Page v: The s u v  should expand on the description of the groundwater plans and the 
purpose of this document It should explain how this one plan will fulfill the requirements 
of DOE Order 5400.1 to prepare a Groundwater Protection Plan and partial requirement for 
an Environmental Monitoring Plan. The use of this combined plan for program 
coordination and direction should be fully explained. It should include discussion of how 
the plan will guide the program through the next 3 years with annual updates. 

Page v, para. 1, line 2: Change the beginning of the sentence to read "DOE Order 
5400.1, Chapter III..." and remove 'I& monitoring Programs." Then add these statements 
to end of paragraph: "Chapter IV of DOE Order 5400.1 requires preparation of an 
environmental monitoring plan. Through completion of this Groundwater Protection & 
Monitoring Program Plan we are satisfying the requirements of both Chapters for 
managing the groundwater resource." 

. 
.t 

Page v, para. 3: If this paragraph is meant to be a short synopsis of the drivers behind 
the actions, shouldn't things like the Interagency Agreement (IAG), or other local 
agreements, etc. be included? This seems to be incomplete. 

Page vi, para. 2: It is mistakenly stated that there are four Operating Units subject to 
interim status. The proctss Waste Lines are not c o n s i d d  by the Colorado Department of 
Health (CDH) to be interim status units. This is mistakenly rcfmnccd throughout the plan 
and needs to be c o m e d .  On page 1-5 it is not included as one of the interim units, which 
is correct, however, there are many other references to there being four units under interim 
status which need to be corrected. 

Page vi: The section under " Rocky Flats Plant (RFP) Groundwater Protection and 
Monitoring Plan" discusses the monitoring aspects of the program, however there isn't 
any discussion of the Protection aspects of the program. Soone discussion of the protection 
thrust of the program needs to be included to s m  the reqUirtments and intent of this 
document. 

Page vi, para. 3, line 2: This paragraph references the 40 CFR 265.90 (d) as a 
nquiremcnt, however it also nceds to rcfesence the State ngulations which am: 6 CCR 
1007-3, Section 265.90 (d). The State of Colorado has been given Primacy under the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCFW) for many portiolls of the Act, and the 
State regulations arc in some cases much mort stringent then the Federal ones. The Statc 
regulation reference needs to be added thtoughout the document where the Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) is referenced, 

Page vii, para. 2: The state would probably not agree that the groundwater program is 
in compliance with CERCLA and RCRA. An example would be the Notice of Violation 
(NOV) issued in April 1990. Change the first line by replacing "found to be" with '*every 
effort is being made to ensure it is". Since CDH is lead regulatury agmcy on this replace 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency P A )  with CDH in the last line of 
paragraph.Compliance of the RCRA ground water monitoring is an issue. Technically we 
are not in compliance for two reasons 1) the Assessment Plan has never been approved and 
2) quarteriy ground water reports are not being prepared. The document discusses this 
flaw in its self-improvement section by identifymg the need to establish a formal means of 
generating this document. Therefore the document can not state that the program is in 
compliance. 



Page vii, para. 3, line 6: It is not clear what quarterly repom are referenced here. 
Isn't the data reported by quarters in the annual report and not actually reported quarterly? 
Needs to be clarified- 

Page vii, last para.: This paragraph and the following three paragraphs on page viii 
make use of noncommittal terms such as "needs to be", "should be", "must be", "may 
be", and "can be". These need to be changed to an action mode. These paragraphs need to 
be changed to reflect that they will be done and should include who will do them. 

Page viii, Budgetary Requirements Section: This section should be changed to 
reflect the estimated budgetary needs for the next five years and should be identical to the 5 
Year Plan. This can then be updated during the annual review of this plan. 

** 

Page 1.1, Introduction: The Introduction should explain why there is a need for this . 
plan and how it will be used, etc.. Some of the physical information, such as section 1.3 
concerning the history of activities would probably mon effectively fit in with Section 20 
on Background. 

Page 1-1, para. 4, line 3: Change "Non-hazardous" to "Non-hazardoudnon- 
radioactive" to reflect that waste disposed of on site does not fit the definition of either of 
thost. 

Page 1-4, para. 2, line 5: The acronyms "SMWUs (HSSs)" have been explained 
once and does not need to be Carried through the reSt of the document If MSS is the 
current approved acronym then it is Suacient to use it in the remainder of the document. 

Page 1-5, para. 1: This discussion of SWMUs needs to be expanded to describe how 
they were identified and why we believe these are the major potential sources of 
contamination, 

Page 1-5, Section 1.2.2: The use of correct regulatory terminology is necessary when 
discussing groundwater reports. It would be beneficial to discuss the IAG process of 
report development, what guidance documents arc required for the IAG and how these 
repons are distributed. 

Page 1-5, para. 2, line 4: The statement "former report" is confusing. Which report 
isthisrcfaIingto? 

Page 1-5, para. 2, line 5: Gmundwater data have always been reported in the Annual 
Environmental Repoat. It has only been recently tbat it has not been included in total 
because of the large amount of data available. 

Page 1-12, Section 13 :  This section primarily addresses the history of monitoring at 
RFP, what about the protection phase of the program? 

Page 1-14, para. 1, line 3: The EPA needs to be added to this sentence as being one 
of the signatories to the compliance agreement 

Page 1-14, para. 1, line 15: There needs to be an explanation of why the 
Comprehensive Environmental Assessment and Response Program (CEARP) was more 
comprehensive. One reason was that CEARP addressed radioactivity while RCRA and 
CERCLA did not RCRA still doesn't address it while radioactivity is now addressed 
under CERCLA through the Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization Act (SARA) 
amendments. 



Page 1-15, para. 1, line 1: It should be noted that the 68 wells installed in 1987 were 
in the same areas as those installed in 1986. Reference to Table 2-4 should be included to 
summarize the number of wells in the areas. 

Page 1-15, para; 2: This paragraph needs to include discussion of the 1989 and 1990 
NOVs issued by the CDH. 

Page 1-15, para. 3: This paragraph should be updated to include a discussion of the 
current status of the IAG. 

Page 1-16, Figure 1-3: The figure should be modified to make the wells more visible 
since it is the main feature to be represented on the map. In addition, the title of the figure 
should be repositioned so it is visible when the page is folded. 

Page 1-17, Section 1.4: This section should be moved up to the fiont of the 
Introduction Section 
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Page 1-17, para. 1, line 6: The purpose of this document is not to "document 
ongoing groundwater monitoring at W". This document is intended to provide guidance 
for the gmndwater program, both protection and mMitwing activities. Documentation is 
not a function of this plan, documentarion is supposed to occur in data files, monthly and 
quarterly reports, project files, etc. 

Page 2-2, Figure 2-1: The print is very difficult to read on this figme, perhaps the 
print could be made a little larger. In addition, it would be helpful to include a figure 
showing the stxatigraphic Section specific to RFP. 
Page 2-3, para. 4, line 3: "Distances" should be changed to "vertical distances" and 
also changed in Title of Table 2- 1. 

Page 2-5, para. 4: This paragraph should be moved to page 2-1 w h m  the overall 
stratigraphic sequence is discussed 

Page 2-6, Figure 2-2: The term "deltaic" is too narrow in respects to the model being 
p e n t e d .  Theterm"idealized"ismoaecn~q~gandth~forcmortappropriatc 
bccausc the model psents mae thanjustadcltaic dqmitia 

Page 2-6, Figure 2-2: For the figure to be consistent, the types of lithologies which 
occur in the upper distributary facies should be shown on this figure as they arc forthe 
lowerchaMelfacies 

Page 2-8, para. 3, line 5: In the discussion of the deep fault, the amount of 
displacement should be included. 

Page 2-8, para. 3, last line: Is there a reference for the (REF) shown at the end? If 
there is it needs to be shown. 

Page 2-8, Section 2.13: This section describes a process but doesn't describe a 
model as the title indicates. What model is being used? Is this section just a supposition 
about how the process could have happened, or is then documentation that it actually 
occurred this way? 

Page 2-9, Figure 2-3: Since the seasonal recharge is discussed on page 2-14, attempt 
to show the seasonal recharge areas on this figure as well. 

I 



Page 2-11, Figure 2-5: This figure needs legend and there should be some explanation 
of the seismic lines shown. 

Page 2-12, para 1: The relationship of the RFP to the depositional model needs more 
elaboration. The RFP basal sandstone is perceived as being the finer grained sandstone 
equivalent of the conglomerate and was deposited in relatively higher ground than the 
scoured area where the conglomerate is found. 

Page 2-12, Section 2.2: The beginning of section 2.2 needs to be rewritten with more 
technical discussion emphasizing the geologic role in groundwater flow rate, direction and 
quality as well as the objective for delineation of the various hydrostratigraphic units. This 
is the purpose for characterizing the geology. In addition, the uncertainty of where the 
regional aquifers exist in relation to RFP is essential for the purpose of ground water 
protection. The geologic characterization program should be mentioned as being necessary 
to meet the objectives of this plan and referenced to the section where it is thoroughly 
discussed. 

Page 2-12, para. 3, line 4: The term "these models" needs to be explaind What 
models is it r c f d g  to? There needs to be a reference to the model and/or its source. 

Page 2-12, Section 2.2: In addition to Figure 2-6, two maps should be added, One 
showing the depth to bedrock and a map showing the deeper saadstone channels. These 
are relevant to the groundwater discussion in this section. 

Page 2-13, Figure 2-6: This figure needs some cosmetic work and possibly a legend. 
Required changes are 1) an explanation of the dashed lines and 2) since a fair amount of 
extrapolation occurs between the 903 Pad and the solar evaporation ponds it should be 
shown as solid lines with some bmken line symbolism used. 

Page 2-14, Section 2.2.1: This section should include a discussion of the upper 
hydrologic unit and how the delineation process is being performed on site. In addition, a 
discussion of regional aquifers is necessary with explanation of how they tie into the plant 
site and what their location and Properties arc. This should also be refaaced back to the 
geology sections. 

Page 2-14, para. 1, line 4: The collective terms "upper" and lower" Arapahoe need 
to be tied into the previous geologic descriptions of the Plant as presented in the Figme 2-3. 
For example, which of the six sandstones lie in the upper and which are in the lower. 

Page 2-14, Section 2.2.2: A discassion is needed to explain how hydraulic 
conductivities have been &tmnincd, Le. method, analysis, etc. It should also be explained 
that the numbers presented are geometric means. 

Page 2-14, para. 2, line 3 The term "upper most aquifer" should be changed to 
"upper hydrologic unit". 

Page 2-14, para, 2, line 4: The reference to Figure 2-4 is incorrect and should be 

Page 2-14, para. 3, line 5: Since there has been efforts to eliminate the duplication of 
well numbers, and since there is still some confusion existing, well 1-89A should be 
rechecked to confm that it is correct in this situation. 

dropped. 



Page 2-15, section 2.3.1: The title of this section should be changed to "Current 
Monitoring Well Network." 

Page 2-16, para. 1, line 9: Explain the term "suitable coverage"? Who determined 
that it was suitable? CDH may not agree that it is suitable since they issued a NOV in 
1990. 

Page 2-16, We11 Construction: There needs to be a discussion about why the well 
construction materials changed over time, Le. casing change from stainless steel to 
polyvinyl cloride (PVC), etc. 

Page 2-16, Well Construction: There needs to be a discussion of the he-1986 wells. 
This should include whether they are being monitored or not. Discussion should also be . 
included on plans for abandonment if appropriate. 

Page 2-17, para. 2, line 1: This states that there were 43 alluvial wells and 24 
bedrock wells installed in 1987 for a total of 67, however on page 2-15 the total is IC&CUXI 
as 68 wells, this discrepancy needs to be c(31ztcted. 

Page 2-19, para. 1: This paragraph should include "prottction" as one of the primary 
tasks of this program. The program is supposed to address protection and monitoring, 
however, protection is only mentioned in relation to the S W s ,  it goes beyond that 

Page 2-19, para. 2, line 7: what does thc term "one quarter of data" mean? IS this 
one quarter of all the data, data for one year, and is it the first quarter, second quarter, or 
what? It n& to be furtherdefmai. 

Page 2-19, Section 23.2: A brief summary of the IAG schedules and status of any 
Intermeasure @l)/Tnterim Remedical Action (IRA) is needed either at the end of each 
Operable Unit (O.U.) discussion or in a summary table. 

Page 2-19, para. 1, last line: The term "significant" needs to be cxpiained 

Page 2-19, para. 2, line 1 Plate 1 should be referenced in the discussion of the 
monitoring well locations. In addition,a totalof 346 wcils arc bcing usedm monitor 
gmundwatcr at RFP however386 wells exist Thae needs to be an explanation ofwhy all  
the wells axe not being used for monitoring. 

Page 2-19, Section 23.2: In order to present a better picaat of the potential pathways 
discussion on each of the 0.U.s should include discussion of the spccSc Arapahoe 
sandstones associated with it 

Page 2-19,881 Hillside: It should be explained that the 881 Hillside was originally 
chosen as the High priority site because of the availability of data @e-1986). Since that 
time additional data from this site as well as other sites has changed this view. 

Page 2-25, para. 3, line 3: There needs to be a discussion on why the VOC plume, or 
concentration, diminishes rapidly. 

Page 2-26, Figure 2-8: There are better maps then this one for all the OUs that show 
monitoring wells and MSS locations. They should be used. 

.. 



Page 2-27, para. 4, line 3: This should be expanded to explain where these confined 
bedrock systems are. For example, how far are they from the contaminated sources or 
systems? 

Page 2-29, para. 1, line 4: The possible sources of the VOCs in this area is either the 
original 207C pond, which has been removed or the old process lines in the area. Their 
locations relative to the solar ponds needs to be presented- 

Page 2-29, para. 2: It should be noted that the solar ponds are under RCRA subpart F 
265.90(d) alternate ground dater monitoring program. 

Page 2-29, para. 3: This paragraph doesn't seem logical. If down gradient wells are 
higher than upgradient contamination it would appear that the solar ponds would be 
suspem This needs to be further explained and clarified, 

Page 2-37, para. 4, line 8: This sentence suggests that the solar pond area is not a 
likely candidate because VOCs axe not found in this mea. This statement is inmnsistent 
with the discussion on page 2-29,lst para., 4th line. 

Page 2-37, para. 4, last line: The "other waste management practices" needs to be 
explained Where or what are these other practices and axe they being camaed. 

Page 2-39, Present Landfill: The presence of rrichlomthylene (TCE) in the present 
landfill is not discussed. The fact that it is pnsent is the primaq reason it became a RCRA 
unit. This needs to be added to the discussion. 

Page 2-39, para. 3: This paragraph needs to be expanded a little bi t  It leaves the 
reader without enough information to reach a conclusion The last Sentence should be 
expanded to address what parameters and concentractions occurred above background and 
how much above. 

Page 249, para. 1: Explain why if several parameters arc slightly above background it 
is not suggestive of contamination. 

Page 2-54, Table 2-9: The Porosity values seem high. Numbess need to be confirmed 
andothcrvaluesncalculatcdifnecded 

Page 2-55, para. 1, line 4: Assuming past Stratigraphic knowledge is cmcct the 
majority of OUT bedrock wells axe in the Arapahoe, however, this s c ~ l t e ~ ~ c t  states that only 
three wells have penetrated i t  In fact, only three wells have penetrated the basal sandstone. 

Page 2-55: As mentioned earlier, the location of regional aquifers in relation to the RFP 
is very important for assessing risks to downstream users and potential geologic setting 
which help drive characterizations. This point should be addressed in this section as well 
in section 2.2 on hydrogeologic features. 

Page 2-56, section 23.4: The discussion of the interaction of ground water and 
surface water is very limited, the interaction must eventually be quantified DOE Order 
5400.1 (IIl') requires that schedules be developed for filing these data gaps. 

Page 2-58, para. 2, line 7: The text refers to "detention ponds", however, Figure 
2-17 calls them "holding ponds". This needs to be corrected. 

I 
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Page 2-63, para. 1, line 1: The amount of water pumped back from the pump house 
should be included in the discussion. 

Page 2-63, para. 1, last line: The reference indicates EG&G, 1988. Either the 
referenced year i s - w n g  or the reference should be Rockwell. 

Page 2-63: The reference "DOE 199Op" is shown several times on this page, however it 
can not be found in the reference list 

Page 2-63, para. 2, line 4: Explain what the term "elevated concentrations" meam. 

Page 2-63, para. 2: The terms "increased concentrations", and "elevated 
concentrations" need to be explained. 

Page 2-63, para. 3: The terms "detectible VOC concentrations" and "relatively high 
concentrations" need to be expiaiaed. 

Page 2-64, para. 1, last line: The term "significantly" needs to be explained. 

Page k65 para. 1, line 5: The "surface-water monitoring" should be changed to 
"d,-water mar\agment". 

Page 3-1, Technical Requirements: It should be discussed that the technical 
nquireanentsareth~whichartnccessaryf~compliaacewiththercgulatory 
requirements. Several of these could in themselves be co(1sidQtd a program and they need 
to be discussed in detail. Two examples would be the background charactenzatl - 'onandthe 
geologic characterization efforts It would also be beneficial for the discussion to include 
explanations of how the ~gulations can not sptcify in detail the re@rcmcnts for 
characterizing groundwater because of the multitude of disciplines as well as potential sites 
involved. Thercfori= they provide the overall objectives and guidance, and this allows 
flexibility for site specific considerations. 

Page 3-2, para. 1, last line: The term "additional time and data" needs to be clarified. 

Page 3-2, para. 2, line 2 The regulations arc not the impacts on the pmgram, in fact 

Program. 
they arc the drivers, They aIc what dinaand guide andprwidt the impa&=ctothe 

Page 3-5, para. 2 This paragraph is in- and needs to be changed. The paragraph 
couldbercp~withthcfdlowingsuggemdpatagraph: 

"Interim status facilities arc those facilities that w m  in existence prior to 1981 and in a 
sense were grandfathered under the RCRA regulations until they receive permits or are 
closed under the provisions of RCRA. Int& status facilities arc regulated under40 
CFR Part 265, and 6 CCR 1007-3, Part 265. Once a facility receives either an 
operating pumit as a hazatdous wam facility, or apostclosm care permit, it is 
=@at& under40 -part264 a d  6 CCR lOo7-3,Part264. Facilities 
pumitted under the corzcCtive action provisions of RCRA for the purpose of site 
cleanup actions similar to those under CERCLA." 

also be 

Page 3-5, para. 3, line 4: The term "interim status permit" should read "interim status 
or permit". 



Page 3-5, para. 4: Where ever the reference to 40 CFR occurs the State regulations 
should also be referenced. This should be 6 CCR 1007-3 since in most cases the state 
regulations are more stringent than the CFR. 

Page 3-5, para. 4; line 1: As  discussed earlier, there are only three regulated units 
under interim status instead of the four stated here. 

Page 3-6, para. 2: Where the 40 CFR is referenced, 6 CCR 1007-3 should be added. 

'( Page 3-6, para. 2, line 12: "All four of the above" needs to be changed to "All three 
of the above". 

Page 3-7, para. 3: Add 6 CCR 1007-3 to references 

Page 3-8: The interpretations of the ground water monitoring requirements under RCRA 
are not carrcct Under Applicability 40 CFR 265.9O(b) a ground water monitoring 
program must be developed which comply with Sections 265.91 through 265.94. This 
hrst program is referred to as the detection monitoring program. An outline of an 
Assessment plant is to be submitted under S d o n  265.93(a). This outline is used to 
generate a chaxactcrization plan if a &teaion of a hazanhs substance unda 265,93(d)(l) 
occurs. This interpretation is consisteat with the RCRA Ground Water Monitoring 
Compliance Order Guidance, Final, 1985. 

Pages 3-8 to 3-10: Add 6 CCR 1007-3 reference along with 40 CFR references on 
these three pages. 

Page 3-10, para. 1, line 3: Change "EPA Regional Administrator'' to "CDH 
Director". 

Pages 3-11 and on: There are many places in the report from this point on where the 
reference to 6 CCR 1007-3 needs to be inserted The specific points will not be discussed 
or noted from this point on, however, the additions need to be made for the final nport 

Page 3-17? Table 3-1: The columns in this table should be widened so they arc easier 
to rcad. In addition a footnote should be added showing the source of thcsc maximum 
COocentrations. 

Page 3-22, para. 2, line 1 Thc acronym PA/SI stands for preliminary 
Assessment/Site Investigation. 

Page 3-25, para. 1, line 5: Explain how "some of these investigations would impact 
groundwater resources". 

Page 3-28, Sec 3.3: This is a good listing of requirements, perhaps it could also be 
put in chart form to assist the reader in understanding how they all fit together. 

Page 4-1? para. 3: The Origixial Process Waste Lines is not an interim status Unit as 
was commented on earlier. 



Page 4-1, last para., line 1: The document discusses the differences between 
CERCLA and RCRA monitoring networks by area and, as in this sentence, states that RFP 
has an Alternate Groundwater Monitoring System which is in compliance with 40 CFR 
265.90. The distinction between the two primary groundwater monitoring programs at 
RFP must be clarified. For example, why are the two programs identical in their 
implementation. 

Page 4-2, Table 4-1: There are inconsistent titles between this table and Table 4-2. 
One shows the geology group as "Geohydrology/Geophysics" and the other as 
"Geology/Hydrogeology", one must be wrong. . '6 

Page 4-3, Table 4-2: This table is not clear. It doesn't really show who is in each 
position and what do they do. 

Page 4-6, Table 4-4: This table has some information that needs to be explained. For 
example what is the unlabeled column with the numbers 180,181,182,etc. in sequence? 
Can the RCRA required wells be separatcdfrom the other wells? 

Page .4-17, last para.: There needs to be discussion on the adequacy of the well 
sampling program. Has statistical analysis bem pdormcd to verify that FWP is sampling 
the proper number of w e k  Are quarterly samples ncctssary for a l l  wells? Arc the proper 
parameters being tested? It must be demonstrated that the well sampling program is 
adequate but not more than necessary. 

Page 4-32, Sec 4.3: This section should be expanded to clearly define what the 
groundwater protection program is. 

Page 5-1, para. 3, line 2: The RCRA groundwater component is not in compliance, 
as discussed earlier. 

Page 5-4, Reporting: Reporting of information and its ultimate use form the foundation 
of how that particular program is managed. This document only addrcsscs the reporting 
nquired under the RCRA ngulafiom and the inkquent thmamam 'onnports. As 
addrtsstd in earlier comments, a tnmtlrdous amount of data is colltctcd in the groundwater 
program and very little of it is evaluated orreporttd. This document needs to describe in 

gathered. This would include the RCRA, ru watcrlevelmeasurcmcslts, 

objectives of collection are, how the datais analyzed, how it is to be used, whatreports it is 
required in, and how the data or d t i n g  analysis is distributed. 

Page 5-4, para. 2, line 1: As mentioned in previous comment, the RCRA 
groundwater component is not in compliance. 

detail the reporting process far each ofthe f o r w h i c h ~ d a t a i s  

background and geologic chammma * tian&bf&L Itstaouldbcspelledoutwhatthe 

Page 6-2, para. 1: This paragraph should discuss who the responsible personnel are, 
how they go about making the changes, and when does this change occur in dation to the 
program operation. 

Page 8-1, Section 8.1: This section should also include the ADS sheets that pertain to 
the groundwater program. 


